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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 - 48 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 3 - 5, 9 - 12, 14 - 16, 20 - 23, 25 - 27, 31 - 34, 36 - 38 and 42 - 45 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Flanagan et al. (5966685) 
(hereinafter Flanagan) in view of Appleby (6463404). 

4. Referencing claim 1, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Flanagan teaches a method 
to facilitate translation of communications between entities over a network, said method 
comprising: 

5. communicating, a plurality of predetermined language constructs to a first entity as a first 
transmission over said network, (e.g., col. 4, lines 21 - 37); 

6. responsive to receipt of a selection by said first entity of a language construct of said 
plurality of predetermined language constructs, identifying a translated language construct 
corresponding to said selected language construct, said identifying based on entity information 
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relating to a second entity and said selected language construct, (e.g. col. 4, lines 21 - 37 & col. 
5, line 45 - 36); and 

7. communicating said translated language construct to said second entity as a second 
transmission over said network, said selected language construct is predetermined setup that is 
requested by said first entity, said translated language construct is a translation of said 
predetermined question that is identified responsive to receipt of said selection by said first 
entity, (e.g. col. 4, lines 21 - 37 & col. 5, line 45 - 36, Translating the question "What?" or 
"Who"). Although, Flanagan could teach one word questions or phrases, multiword phrases are 
not specifically stated as being predetermined. Appleby teaches said translated language 
construct is a translation of said predetermined phrase that is identified responsive to receipt of 
said selection by said first entity, (e.g., col. 4, lines 32 - 55). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Appleby with Flanagan 
because specific phrases cannot be translated word for word and would therefore need to be 
grouped and translated as predetermined phrases. Although Flanagan and Appleby do not 
explicitly teach the use of a question, it is well known in the art and would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art that if a user is entering a chat and is required to enter information about 
what language the user would like information to be presented to them, it would be implied that 
the system is "asking a question" even though it is not stated in a propositional phrase. 
Furthermore, both outcomes are the same, the system has information on what language to 
translate to and/or from. 
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8. Referencing claim 3, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Flanagan teaches retrieving 
said entity information relating to said second entity based on an identifier of said second entity 
selected by said first entity, (e.g. col. 4, lines 21 - 37 & col. 5, line 45 - 36); and 

9. retrieving said translated language construct from a table based on said entity information 
and said selected language construct, (e.g. col. 4, lines 21 - 37 & col. 5, line 45 - 36). 

10. As to claim 4, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Flanagan teaches said entity 
information further comprises a language preference of said second entity, (e.g. col. 4, lines 21 - 
37 & col. 5, line 45 -36). 

1 1 . Referencing claim 5, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Flanagan teaches said 
predetermined setup is requested by said first entity in an electronic commerce transaction over 
said network, (e.g. col. 4, lines 21 - 37 & col. 5, line 45 - 36). Although Flanagan does not 
explicitly teach the use of a question, it is well known in the art and would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art that if a user is entering a chat and is required to enter information about 
what language the user would like information to be presented to them, it would be implied that 
the system is "asking a question" even though it is not stated in a propositional phrase. 
Furthermore, both outcomes are the same, the system has information on what language to 
translate to and/or from. . 

12. Referencing claim 9, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Flanagan teaches said 
translated language construct is generated and stored, and said correspondence to said selected 
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language construct is defined, prior to communication of said plurality of language constructs to 
said first entity as said first transmission, (e.g. col. 4, lines 21 - 37 & col. 5, line 45 - 36). 

13. Referencing claim 10, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Flanagan teaches at a 
network-based transaction facility, storing said plurality of predetermined language constructs 
and an associated plurality of translated language constructs so as to define a correspondence 
between each language construct of said plurality of predetermined language constructs and at 
least one associated translated language construct of said plurality of translated language 
constructs , (e.g. col. 4, lines 21 - 37 & col. 5, line 45 - 36). 

14. Referencing claim 1 1, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Flanagan teaches said 
storing is so as to define a correspondence between a set of said plurality of translated language 
constructs, each translated language construct of said set comprising a predetermined translation 
of a common underlying language construct, (e.g. col. 4, lines 21 - 37 & col. 5, line 45 - 36). 

15. As per claim 45, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Flanagan teaches said 
predetermined question is translated responsive to said selection of said first entity by retrieving 
said translated language construct from a table that includes a plurality translated language 
constructs of said predetermined question that are respectively translated into different 
languages, (e.g. col. 4, lines 21 - 37 & col. 5, line 45 - 36). 
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16. Claims 12, 14 - 16, 20 - 23, 25 - 27, 31 - 34, 36 - 38 and 42 - 44 are rejected for similar 
reasons stated above. 

17. Claims 2, 6, 7, 13, 17, 18, 24, 28, 29, 35, 39, 40 and 46-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Flanagan and Appleby in further view of Scanlan (6857022). 

1 8. Referencing claim 2, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Flanagan and Appleby do 
not specifically teach communicating a plurality of interactive fields to said second entity in said 
second transmission to allow said second entity to interact with at least one interactive field of 
said plurality of interactive fields in response to said translated language construct. Scanlan 
teaches communicating a plurality of interactive fields to said second entity in said second 
transmission to allow said second entity to interact with at least one interactive field of said 
plurality of interactive fields in response to said translated language construct, (e.g. col. 3, line 63 * 
- col. 4, line 13). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Scanlan with the combine inventions of Flanagan and Appleby 
with because utilizing a drop down menu allows the user to not type information into the system 
and possibly mistyping information, causing errors in the system. 

19. Referencing claim 6, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Flanagan and Appleby do 
not specifically teach said first transmission is a Hyper Text Markup Language (HTTP) message. 
Scanlan teaches said first transmission is a Hyper Text Markup Language (HTTP) message, 
(e.g., col. 1, lines 17 - 38). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time the invention was made to combine Scanlan with the combine inventions of Flanagan and 
Appleby because it would be obvious that in a communication with a web server that the first 
communication would be a type of HTTP message. 

20. As to claim 7, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Flanagan and Appleby do not 
specifically teach said second transmission is an electronic mail message. Scanlan teaches said 
second transmission is an electronic mail message, (e.g. col. 6, lines 31 - 65). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Scanlan 
with the combine inventions of Flanagan and Appleby because of similar reasons stated above, 
also utilizing email gives users the ability to communicate with other users across a network. 

21 . As per claim 46, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Flanagan teaches all that is 
similar to claim 46 as taught in claims 1 and 45 above. Furthermore, Scanlan teaches interactive 
fields as taught above. Similarly reasons for combining are also found above. 

22. As per claim 47, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Flanagan and Appleby do not 
specifically teach said plurality of interactive fields includes a first interactive field, wherein said 
first interactive field includes a drop down list that contains a second plurality of predetermined 
language constructs that respectively translated into a second language based on a language 
preference of said second entity. Scanlan teaches said plurality of interactive fields includes a 
first interactive field, wherein said first interactive field includes a drop down list that contains a 
second plurality of predetermined language constructs that respectively translated into a second 
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language based on a language preference of said second entity, (e.g. col. 6, lines 31 - 65). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Scanlan with the combine inventions of Flanagan and Appleby because of similar 
reasons stated above. 

23. As per claim 48, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Flanagan and Appleby do not 
specifically teach receiving a reply message from said second entity that includes a selection of 
the said second entity from said first interactive field, said selection of the second entity 
including a response from said second entity to said predetermined question that is asked by said 
first entity. Scanlan teaches receiving a reply message from said second entity that includes a 
selection of the said second entity from said first interactive field, said selection of the second 
entity including a response from said second entity to said predetermined question that is asked 
by said first entity, (e.g. col. 6, lines 31 - 65). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Scanlan with the combine inventions of 
Flanagan and Appleby because of similar reasons stated above. 

24. Claims 13, 17, 18, 24, 28, 29, 35, 39 and 40 are rejected for similar reasons as stated 
above. 

25. Claims 8, 19, 30 and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Flanagan and Appleby in view of Christy (6301554). 
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26. As to claim 8, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Flanagan and Appleby do not 
specifically teach said identifier of said second entity is an electronic mail address of said second 
entity. Christy teaches said identifier of said second entity is an electronic mail address of said 
second entity, (e.g. col. 2, line 47 - col. 3, line 3). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Christy with the combine 
inventions of Flanagan and Appleby because of similar reasons stated above. Furthermore, in an 
email system, in order to send a message, one must have a type of identifier, "an address", or the 
email cannot be sent. 

27. Claims 19, 30 and 41 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

Response to Arguments 

28. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 - 48 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

29. Applicant is invited to contact the Examiner to further discuss this viewpoint if needed. 



Conclusion 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David E. England whose telephone number is 571-272-3912. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur, 7:00-5:00. 



supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on 571-272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 



David E. England 

Examiner 
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